School-based professionals often use curriculum-based measurement of reading (CBM-R) to monitor the progress of students with reading difficulties. Much of the extant CBM-R progress monitoring research has focused on its use for making group-level decisions, and less is known about using CBM-R to make decisions at the individual level. To inform the administration and use of CBM-R progress monitoring data, the current study evaluated the utility of 4 progress monitoring schedules that differed in frequency (once or twice weekly) and density (1 or 3 probes). Participants included 79 students (43% female; 51% White, 25% Hispanic or Latino, 11% Black or African American, 1% other, 12% unknown) in Grades 2 (n ϭ 45) and 4 (n ϭ 34) who were monitored across 10 weeks (February to May). Consistent with a focus on individual-level decision making, we used regression and mixed-factorial analysis of variances (ANOVAs) to evaluate the effect of progress monitoring schedule frequency, schedule density, grade level, and their interaction effects on CBM-R intercept, slope, SE of the slope (SEb), and SE of the estimate (SEE). Results revealed that (a) progress monitoring schedule frequency and density influenced the magnitude of SEb, (b) density had a significant but negligible impact on SEE, and (c) grade level had a significant effect on slope and intercept. None of the interaction effects were statistically significant. Findings from this study have implications for practitioners and researchers aiming to monitor students' progress with CBM-R.
As part of the implementation of multitiered systems of support, schools across the country use curriculum-based measurement of reading (CBM-R) to monitor the progress of students with reading difficulties, and resulting data are used to aid decision making about a student's response to core instruction or supplemental intervention (Jimerson, Burns, & VanDerHeyden, 2016) . However, many progress monitoring practices and decisions made in schools are not based on empirical support (Ardoin, Christ, Morena, Cormier, & Klingbeil, 2013) . The most common progress monitoring schedule is once weekly (Mellard, McKnight, & Woods, 2009) , and in recent years, a growing body of research has evaluated this practice. For example, research has compared the magnitude of growth across a variety progress monitoring schedules (e.g., Mercer & Keller-Margulis, 2015; Thornblad & Christ, 2014) . However, implications of data collection schedules on other important progress monitoring outcomes, including the precision of growth estimates, have received much less attention. For instance, it is unclear if a schedule more frequent than once weekly would result in more precise estimates of progress monitoring outcomes. Furthermore, empirically supported recommendations based upon nonsimulated student data regarding the density (i.e., number) of observations that should be collected during a session is limited. The purpose of the current study was to evaluate the frequency (once or twice weekly) and density (one or three observations per session) of CBM-R for monitoring the progress of elementary-aged students.
CBM-R for Progress Monitoring
Research on CBM-R has a long history (Deno, 1985) , and much of the literature has focused on its application for universal screening (e.g., January, Ardoin, Christ, Eckert, & White, 2016) , or progress monitoring (Ardoin et al., 2013) . In their systematic review of the literature, Ardoin et al. (2013) identified over 100 documents related to progress monitoring with CBM-R. They found that although evidence supported the use of CBM-R for making low-stakes, group-level decisions about students, there was limited empirical evidence guiding the use of CBM-R to make individual-level instructional decisions. This is a concern, given that when monitoring with CBM-R, educators use the data to help determine whether an evidence-based intervention is effective for an individual student, not groups of students. A student making adequate progress will continue receiving intervention or be exited from the intervention, whereas a student not making progress may have the intensity of the intervention increased or may have the intervention changed altogether. Eventually, students for whom data suggest very little or no improvement are evaluated for special education eligibility. Given its widespread use in schools across the country and that progress monitoring data are a key component of multitiered systems of support (Jimerson et al., 2016) , it is essential that progress monitoring practices are defensible and empirically supported.
Progress Monitoring Outcomes
Four progress monitoring outcomes are important to consider when evaluating the technical characteristics of CBM-R progress monitoring data: intercept, slope, SE of the slope (SEb), and SE of the estimate (SEE). Often, CBM-R intercept is conceptualized as the initial level of performance by a student. Initial performance and intercept values are directly related to subsequent rates of growth, such that students with the lowest and highest intercepts tend to grow at slower rates than those with average intercepts (Silberglitt & Hintze, 2007) . Slope refers to rate of growth in words read correctly per minute (WRCM) each week, which is obtained from the line of best fit through a time-series graph of CBM-R scores. The extent to which the observed slope is reflective of students' growth in reading is a key source of information when making treatment decisions (Jimerson et al., 2016) .
SEb is a statistic that quantifies the precision, or variability, around a slope estimate. Thus, the smaller the SEb value, the greater confidence educators have that the observed slope is an accurate representation of a student's growth. Although many publishers of CBM tools provide suggestions for evaluating a student's response to instruction (e.g., comparing a student's slope to a goal line showing the expected rate of improvement), observed estimates of slope and SEb should be used together when evaluating a student's response to intervention. For instance, the SEb value can be used to create a confidence interval around the slope (Christ, 2006) ; smaller confidence intervals equate to greater confidence in the progress monitoring decisions that are made. Alternatively, one can examine the relation between slope and SEb (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005) , which can be characterized as a ratio of the signal (i.e., slope) to noise (i.e., error; Christ, Zopluoglu, Monaghen, & Van Norman, 2013) . Although no research-based guidelines are available, the magnitude of the ratio should be large, as a ratio of 1 would mean that the estimate of growth is as large as the error associated with that growth.
SEE is a statistic that quantifies the variability around a point estimate on the best fitting line through CBM-R scores. SEE values are generally considered to be a reflection of the quality of the CBM-R probe set, and like SEb, smaller values reflect greater precision. Ardoin et al. (2013) found that, of the studies reporting SEE, values ranged from 7-16 WRCM. Extant research has qualitatively characterized SEE values of approximately 5 WRCM as very good, 10 WRCM as good, and 15 WRCM or above as poor (Christ, Zopluoglu, Long, & Monaghen, 2012) .
Progress Monitoring Frequency and Density
School-based professionals most often monitor student progress once per week (Mellard et al., 2009 ). However, research on the utility of various CBM-R data collection schedules is limited, with the bulk of emerging literature focusing on schedules that are less frequent than weekly. For example, January et al. (2018) found that, in comparison with a once weekly schedule, a bimonthly schedule was more appropriate than progress monitoring monthly, when data were collected across 30 weeks. Although a few other studies have examined the potential utility of monthly monitoring (e.g., Christ et al., 2013; Mercer & Keller-Margulis, 2015) , little research exists investigating the technical characteristics and utility of monitoring more frequently than once weekly. In consideration of time and resources, once weekly progress monitoring may be desirable; however, it is important that the frequency and density of monitoring is balanced with obtaining technically adequate data.
To date, only two studies have investigated the technical characteristics of data collection schedules that were more frequent This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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than weekly. In the first study, Christ et al. (2013) used simulated data to investigate the technical characteristics of a variety of progress monitoring schedules. Relevant to the current study was their examination of: once per week (with 3 probes), twice weekly (with 3 probes), three times per week (with 1 probe), and daily (with 1 probe) schedules across 20 weeks. Generally, as the number of progress monitoring occasions increased, the minimum number of weeks necessary for making reliable and adequate decisions decreased. With a good (SEE ϭ 10) passage set, 12 weeks of data collection were necessary for adequate reliability and validity when monitoring twice weekly, whereas 16 weeks was recommended when monitoring once weekly. However, it is unknown the extent to which findings based upon simulated data are applicable to data collected in schools. Another limitation of that study was that some schedules simulated three probes per session and others simulated one probe per session. Therefore, it is unclear how schedule density may have impacted findings. Building upon Christ et al. (2013) , Thornblad and Christ (2014) collected one CBM-R passage every day for 6 weeks from secondgrade students. They found poor reliability and validity of the CBM-R slope, suggesting that 6 weeks of daily progress monitoring may not be adequate for informing instruction. Regardless of the findings of Thornblad and Christ, a daily data collection schedule is unrealistic for schools. It may be that collecting data twice weekly is reasonable for educators. However, the increase in the time and resources necessary to shift from a once-weekly to a twice-weekly schedule must be balanced by educationally relevant improvements in the precision of CBM-R growth estimates. Presently, the utility of progress monitoring schedules that are conducted less frequently than daily and more frequently than once weekly using nonsimulated data is unknown.
In addition to frequency of data collection, it is also important to consider the density of schedules when progress monitoring. Only one progress monitoring study evaluated the number of probes to administer each session when collecting CBM-R data, but analyses were limited to test-retest reliability (Fuchs, Deno, & Marston, 1983) . One universal screening study (Ardoin et al., 2004) found that administering one CBM-R probe instead of three CBM-R probes may be appropriate. However, one cannot assume that findings based on universal screening can be applied to decisions about collecting progress monitoring data for individual students. If administering three CBM-R probes improves the precision of progress monitoring outcomes as compared with one CBM-R probe, then practitioners need to consider spending 2-3 additional minutes collecting progress monitoring data. Conversely, if one probe will suffice, then individuals can continue current practices and save time and resources by not administering two additional CBM-R probes.
Although progress monitoring decisions are relatively low stakes, time and resources are wasted implementing an intervention that is unsuccessful for a student. Despite some evidence that up to 16 weeks of once weekly progress monitoring may be necessary to obtain a technically adequate slope , the reality is that waiting four months to make a decision may not be ideal, assuming data can in fact be collected every week under highly standardized conditions and with optimal instruments. Investigations of the frequency and density of schedules with shorter durations of monitoring are necessary to inform practice and future research. However, for practitioners and researchers who can monitor student progress at least weekly, it is unclear how many times per week CBM-R data should be collected (i.e., frequency) and how many passages should be administered in one session (i.e., density).
Grade Level Differences
A body of research investigating variables that influence CBM-R level and slope suggests there are differences as a function of student grade. Consistent with the developmental trajectory of reading skills (Chall, 1983) , intercept values tend to increase as grade level increases (e.g., January et al., 2018; Nese et al., 2013) . Further, CBM-R slope is greatest for younger students as compared with older students (January et al., 2018; Deno, Fuchs, Marston, & Shin, 2001; Nese et al., 2013) . For example, weekly growth rates for students receiving general education services are approximately 1.5 WRCM in second grade and .85 to .95 WRCM in fourth grade (Deno et al., 2001; Silberglitt & Hintze, 2007) . Given extant evidence, it is plausible that any effect that schedule or density has on progress monitoring outcomes may differ as a function of grade, which has the potential for informing progress monitoring practices.
Current Study
The overall purpose of this study was to add to the extant literature (e.g., Christ et al., 2013; Thornblad & Christ, 2014) and inform practice by evaluating the relative value of four feasible progress monitoring schedules. More specifically, we investigated the potential utility of a once weekly versus twice weekly schedule, and whether educators should collect one or three CBM-R probes during each session (see Figure 1 for an example of the four progress monitoring schedules evaluated). The current study addressed the following research questions:
1. Does data collection frequency (once per week vs. twice per week) influence the magnitude and precision of progress monitoring outcomes?
2. Does the number of observations per occasion (one vs. three) influence the magnitude and precision of progress monitoring outcomes?
3. Does the effect of data collection frequency depend on the number of observations per occasion?
4. Do any of the observed relations differ as a function of grade level?
Method Participants
A total of 45 second-grade and 34 fourth-grade students across four elementary schools in the Midwest, Northeast, and Southeast regions of the United States participated. Schools were part of a multisite project that aimed to develop and evaluate the technical characteristics of CBM-R passages for screening and progress monitoring in elementary school settings. Participating students scored below the 30th percentile (using national norms) on the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
winter CBM-R benchmark, but were not enrolled in special education programs. Approximately 43% of the sample was female; and 51% of the sample identified as White, 25% as Hispanic or Latino, 11% as Black or African American, and 1% as another race or ethnicity. Race/ethnicity data were unavailable for 12% of participants. Approximately 42% of participants qualified for free or reduced-price meals. Before data collection, Institutional Review Board approval, parental consent, and student assent were obtained.
Curriculum-Based Measurement of Reading (CBM-R)
The measures used in this study were the grade-level CBM-R progress monitoring probes available from FastBridge Learning . Scores from Grade 2 and 4 FastBridge CBM-R probes have strong concurrent validity with scores from DIBELS Next probes (r ϭ .92, .95 for Grade 2 and 4, respectively) and aimsweb probes (r ϭ .97, .96 for Grade 2 and 4, respectively), as well as with scores from the Measures of Academic Progress (r ϭ .81 and .73 for Grade 2 and 4, respectively; Christ et al., 2014) . CBM-R scores also have strong associations with normreferenced measures of reading comprehension (range, r ϭ .79 to .81). Test-retest reliability is adequate in Grades 2 (range, r ϭ .91 to .94) and 4 (range, r ϭ .93 to .95; Christ et al., 2014 ). Short-term (i.e., 10 -20 weeks) multilevel reliability estimates of the slope are .63 and .74, for Grades 2 and 4, respectively .
Examiner Training
Examiners in this study were undergraduate and graduate research assistants, retired teachers, and other individuals with experience working with children. At each site, examiners were trained by the researchers using videos and exercises combining modeling, guided practice, independent practice, and corrective feedback. All examiners demonstrated 100% reliability across three practice probes to successfully complete training. Before examiners collected data independently in the field, they observed a researcher conducting an administration session, received supervision during their first administration, and were given feedback about their performance. Examiners collected data with secondand fourth-grade participants and remained at the same site throughout the study.
Procedures
Participants' oral reading rate was monitored twice each week for 10 weeks during the spring semester (from February to May). When data were unable to be collected on a scheduled test day (e.g., because of a student absence), data were collected on the next possible day. On each data collection occasion, examiners administered three FastBridge CBM-R probes, and followed a scripted protocol and standardized instructions provided by FastBridge Learning. One additional CBM-R probe from another publisher was administered, but those data are not the focus of the current study and will not be reported. Probe order was randomized within and across participants. Probes were administered to students in quiet spaces inside the schools, such as empty classrooms, offices, or hallways. A fidelity of assessment instrument was used to measure examiners' accuracy in presenting the materials, reading the scripted protocol, and timing and scoring passages; fidelity exceeded 97%. This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
A total of 33 examiners collected data. On average, students at each school were assessed by 3.22 (SD ϭ 1.25) examiners over the span of the study. Generally, teams of examiners were assigned to a given school. Over 75% of examiners collected data at one school. However, examiners may have traveled to other schools to cover for others who may have been sick or otherwise absent. Note that participating students and their teachers did not receive the progress monitoring data, making it unlikely that teachers changed instructional practices during the study based upon students' responsiveness to instruction/intervention.
Analytic Plan
There were no missing data. To address each research question, we estimated an ordinary least squares (OLS) trend line to subsets of each student's data iteratively. OLS regression is most commonly used by commercial CBM-R vendors to estimate growth for individual students. The use of OLS regression to estimate slope, as opposed to alternatives like multilevel modeling, was necessary given the purpose of this study, to inform decision making about individual students made by schools. The subsets in which data were analyzed reflected each combination of independent variables in the study (i.e., data collection frequency [one vs. two sessions per week] and density [one vs. three observations collected per week]). For the one probe per occasion condition, we randomly selected one of the three available scores. In turn, each student had four intercept, slope, SEb, and SEE values based upon 10 weeks of progress monitoring data.
To assess whether observed differences in progress monitoring outcomes as a function of data collection frequency and density were statistically and educationally relevant, we estimated a series of mixed-factorial ANOVAs for each progress monitoring outcome. Grade level was the between-subjects factor, and the number of observations collected per occasion and frequency of data collection were within-subjects factors. We corrected for multiple statistical tests by adopting an ␣ of level of .001. We also calculated generalized eta squared values to evaluate the magnitude of statistically significant findings. Analyses were conducted in the computer program R (R Core Team, 2017).
Results
Descriptive statistics for intercept and slope are presented in Table 1 and descriptives for SEb and SEE are presented in Two main effects, but no interaction effects, were observed for SEb (see Table 4 ). The frequency of data collection was a statistically significant, F(1, 77) ϭ 157.78, p Ͻ .001 and meaningful ( G 2 ϭ .27) predictor of SEb. Across grades and density, SEb values were larger for the schedule where data were collected once per week as compared with the schedule where data were collected twice per week. SEb was also influenced by the number of observations collected per data collection occasion, F(1, 77) ϭ 413.87, p Ͻ .001. Across schedules and grade levels, SEb values were significantly larger when one probe was collected as compared with when three probes were collected ( G 2 ϭ .40). Finally, the only statistically significant effect observed for SEE was a main effect for the number of probes collected per occasion, F(1, 77) ϭ 26.68, p Ͻ .001. However, the educational relevance of the smaller SEE values observed when one probe was collected per occasion as compared with three probes per occasion appeared small ( G 2 ϭ .02). Of note, we conducted a sensitivity analysis to examine whether potential differences in outcomes were simply a function of when data were collected (i.e., earlier in the week or later in the week). We did not find significant differences in outcomes after accounting for the number of contrasts, providing greater confidence in the above results.
Displayed in Figure 2 is the signal-to-noise ratio of slope to SEb values for each of the progress monitoring schedules, to illustrate further the magnitude of differences across data collection schedule and density. The magnitude of ratios appeared larger for second grade as compared with fourth grade, and across both grades, there was a pattern of an increasing ratio as the schedule frequency and density increased. That is, the one probe once per week condition resulted in the smallest ratios for both Grade 2 (1.63) and Grade 4 (.59), whereas the signal-to-noise ratio was Note. Density refers to the number of probes collected per data collection. Frequency refers to the number of data collection occasions each week. All students were monitored for 10 weeks during the spring semester. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
largest in the three observations twice per week condition (4.03 and 1.60 for Grades 2 and 4, respectively).
Discussion
Regularly monitoring the progress of students who are experiencing reading difficulties but are not receiving special education services is a common and important task in schools. CBM-R is often used for this purpose, yet there are many unaddressed questions related to the conditions under which CBM-R data should be collected. School-based professionals must balance the time and resources associated with collecting CBM-R data with the adoption of practices that will yield technically adequate data. The current study contributed to the field of school psychology by evaluating the impact of CBM-R administration frequency (i.e., once vs. twice weekly), density (i.e., one vs. three probes per session), and grade level on second-and fourth-grade students' intercept, slope, SEb, and SEE.
CBM-R Progress Monitoring Schedule Frequency and Density
Findings indicated that data collection schedule had a statistically significant and large effect on SEb, but no effect on intercept, slope, or SEE. The finding that the frequency of administration did not impact slope is encouraging, given growth magnitude is used to evaluate intervention effects. However, across both grades, the magnitude of the SEb was largest when progress monitoring data were collected once per week-the typical schedule used in practice. This is an important finding, as SEb is directly related to the precision of slope estimates. There was significantly less precision in slopes from schedules where data were collected once per week Note. Density refers to the number of probes collected per data collection. Frequency refers to the number of data collection occasions each week. All students were monitored for 10 weeks during the spring semester. Note. B ϭ between subjects factor; W ϭ within; I ϭ interaction; E ϭ error; G 2 ϭ generalized eta squared. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
compared with twice per week. Therefore, one would have less confidence in the progress monitoring decisions that are made with the once weekly data than with the twice weekly data. Current results are consistent with a prior simulation study ) that found monitoring twice per week resulted in reliable and valid data 1 month sooner than monitoring once per week, when monitoring over 20 weeks. However, present findings are in contrast to prior research that found less frequent (e.g., bimonthly) progress monitoring schedules significantly decreased the magnitude of CBM-R slope when data were collected across the academic year (i.e., for 30 weeks; January et al., 2018) . Differences between this study and January et al. (2018) may be because of differences in schedule type or the length of time data were collected, because many elementary-age students tend to show decelerating growth patterns in the presence of longer progress monitoring schedules (Nese et al., 2013) . The second research question related to the potential impact of data collection density on the magnitude and precision of each progress monitoring outcome. Results indicated that density was not a predictor of slope or intercept, and was a significant but not educationally relevant predictor of SEE. However, density had a meaningful effect on students' SEb, such that less precision in the observed slope was associated with collecting one observation per occasion as opposed to collecting three observations per occasion. These findings are in contrast to extant universal screening research that suggested one probe may suffice (Ardoin et al., 2004) , which is not entirely surprising, given differences in the purposes of screening and progress monitoring. More important, however, these findings question current progress monitoring practices in which practitioners typically administer only one CBM-R probe per occasion.
The remaining research questions concerned the potential interaction effects between data collection frequency and density and the impact of grade level on each progress monitoring outcome. No significant interaction effects were found, suggesting that any effect of frequency, density, or grade level did not differ as a function of any other predictor. Furthermore, grade level was a predictor of intercept, slope, and SEE, but not SEb. Findings also indicated that slope values were larger in Grade 2 than in Grade 4. This is consistent with prior research indicating that growth in WRCM is greater in the earlier grades than in the later grades (Deno et al., 2001; January et al., 2018) , and that grade level does not impact SEb and SEE (e.g., January et al., 2018) .
Limitations
There are several potential limitations to consider when interpreting the findings from this study. First, no criterion was available to indicate the extent to which observed growth in WRCM was associated with changes in reading achievement. However, school-based practitioners do not typically administer normreferenced measures of reading achievement while monitoring student progress. Nonetheless, research supports the predictive validity of CBM-R scores as strong indicators of reading achievement (Reschly, Busch, Betts, Deno, & Long, 2009 ). The second limitation was that the relatively small size of the sample may impact the generalizability of the findings of this study. However, the number of participants was influenced in part by our inclusion criterion requiring students be "at risk" but receiving general education services and the significant time and resources need to collect the data that was included in this study. Still, future research should replicate this study. Note. B ϭ between subjects factor; W ϭ within; I ϭ interaction; E ϭ error; G 2 ϭ generalized eta squared.
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A third potential limitation to consider is that we did not know which students, if any, may have been receiving intervention services during the 10 weeks of this study. As such, there is a possibility that students' exposure to intervention support may have impacted the progress monitoring outcomes investigated in this study. However, the purpose of this study was not to evaluate progress monitoring decisions, but to examine whether schedule frequency and density impact key progress monitoring outcomes. Finally, participants in this study were students in Grades 2 and 4 receiving general education services who were monitored for 10 weeks. It is unclear the extent to which current findings would be similar in a sample with different characteristics. Future research should investigate the extent to which current findings are applicable to students in different grades, students receiving special education services, or students who are monitored for durations that are greater or fewer than 10 weeks.
Implications for Research and Practice
Findings from this study have important implications for researchers and practitioners engaging in CBM-R progress monitoring for making low-stakes individual-level decisions about children. The most common progress monitoring schedule used in schools is one where a single CBM-R probe is collected once per week (Mellard et al., 2009 ). However, when monitoring the reading progress of students in Grades 2 and 4 with CBM-R, careful thought should be given to the progress monitoring schedule used. In light of no practical influences of frequency or density on SEE, results for slope and SEb should be interpreted together. When selecting between monitoring once or twice weekly, collecting data twice per week may result in smaller SEb values in both grades, providing greater confidence that the obtained slope is an accurate estimate of a student's growth in WRCM. Similarly, collecting three CBM-R probes per session as opposed to one probe per session may result in greater confidence in the estimates of growth in WRCM. This is shown in the signal-to-noise ratios (see Figure 2) , as the schedules with data collected twice weekly and three probes per occasion resulted in the largest ratios for second and fourth grade, as compared with the other schedules.
It is possible that immediately moving from a schedule where one probe is administered once per week to a schedule where three probes are administered twice per week may present a challenge for practitioners. If choosing between increasing the frequency or increasing the density, it may be worth the time and resources to collect three instead of one CBM-R probe when monitoring weekly, given that schedule density had a larger impact on SEb than schedule frequency. Ultimately, the need to obtain more precise estimates of student improvement is related to the types of decisions one is wishing to make (Salvia, Ysseldyke, & Witmer, 2017) . It seems that collecting an additional two observations, which would require only three minutes of additional administration time per assessment occasion, would not be an unwarranted burden if one were monitoring an individual student's (or small group of students') response to intervention for the purpose of helping to determine special education eligibility. However, if a teacher were tasked with monitoring the progress of all students in their classroom to evaluate the adequacy of core instruction, the This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
amount of increased precision conferred with collecting the additional observations may not be worth it. Ultimately, both frequency and density should be considered when administering CBM-R for progress monitoring in Grades 2 and 4. The current study provides information to help practitioners and researchers select appropriate progress monitoring practices to support the interpretations and uses of CBM-R data. It is important to note that results provide preliminary, but insufficient evidence to unequivocally quantify what is gained by the increased precision of collecting three instead of one CBM-R probe. Prior research indicates that denser schedules of monitoring lead to the ability to make technically adequate decisions sooner than less dense schedules . Thus, it seems reasonable that the smaller SEb values associated with collecting three CBM-R probes have the potential to enable faster decisionmaking. However, future empirical studies should address this issue, to determine how increasing the precision of growth estimates relates to improvements in individual-level progress monitoring decisions.
